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PUSH AND PULL MOTIVATION OF YOUNG TOURIST FOR
VISITING CITIES IN THE REPUBLIC OF SERBIA
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Abstract

This study analyzes the motivation of young tourists for visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia. The applied method is a survey, which was conducted
on a sample of 111 respondents. The primary goal of this study was to
examine the push and pull factors of young tourists for visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia as well as their overall satisfaction. The results of
empirical study showed that the main push factors of young tourists are:
spending time with friends, having fun, rest and relaxation, new
experiences and getting away from stress and daily routine. The main pull
factors for visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia according to the answers
of respondents are: cleanliness and orderliness of the city, good value for
money of the services provided, cultural and historical heritage sites, rich
gastronomy offer and additional facilities. In addition, the results indicate
that there is not a statistically significant difference between young tourists
of different socio-demographic characteristics about their push and pull
factors as well as overall satisfaction with their visit to the cities in the
Republic of Serbia.

Key Words: youth tourism, young tourists, cities, motivation, push factors,
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Introduction
In an era full of challenges for the tourism industry (Ghete, 2015), youth

tourism is one of the fastest growing segments in the international tourism
market (Horak & Weber, 2000; Khoshpakyants & Vidishcheva, 2010; Han
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etal., 2017). Under the influence of globalization trends, with an excess of
free time and the fragmentation of holidays, changes in tourism demand
occurred causing intense development of production forces and directly
affecting the rise in the living standard of the population. The modern
tourist is characterized by an increased tourist experience, striving for
authentic experiences, as well as a demand for products of higher quality
that provide good value for money (Jovanovi¢ Toncev et al., 2016). Bearing
in mind that tourism contributes to meeting different cultures (Podovac et
al., 2019), young tourists are in the focus of the contemporary tourism
development as a market segment, which is growing significantly. Youth
tourism is defined as independent travel, which refers to trips taken by
young people independently, without being accompanied by a parent or
guardian (Demeter & Bratucu, 2014). Youth tourism implies individuals
between 15 and 29 years of age, who, because of their limited budget, use
affordable means of transport such as bus and rail and they stay in hostels
and low-cost hotels (Todorovic¢ et al., 2015). The limited budget does not
prevent young tourists from undergoing new experiences and meeting their
tourist needs during their stay at the destination.

This paper presents the results of an empirical study of the motivation of
young tourists for visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia, which is based
on the push-pull motivation theory. The aim of this study is contributing to
the current findings about push factors, which encourage young tourists to
visit cities in the Republic of Serbia, as well as pull factors regarding the
elements of cities’ tourist offer which are attractive for young tourists.
Based on a review of relevant literature and similar researches, a
questionnaire was developed by which an empirical research was
conducted. The paper also presents and analyzes the results of the research
that the conclusions are based on.

Literature review

Motivation in tourism is a complex field of research (Cohen, 1972; Dann,
1977; Crompton, 1979; Dann, 1981; Gnoth, 1997; Yoon & Uysal, 2005;
Weber et al., 2012; Wen et al.,, 2018; Carvache-Franco et al., 2018).
Authors have focused particular attention on the study of tourism
motivation during the 1960s (Wong et al., 2013) whereby the history of
tourism motivation research developed in parallel with consumer behavior
research (Gnoth, 1997). The analysis of theoretical knowledge of the
motivations and behavior of tourists primarily involves defining the
concepts of motivation and motive (Jovanovi¢ Tonéev & Podovac, 2016).
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Motivation is the result of individuals’ thinking about certain activities that
can potentially create pleasure, so going to the places where they can be
found is the basic driving force which manages behavior during travel (Iso-
Ahola, 1982). Motivation as an internal drive that guides a person’s
behavior and decision making has been examined in relation to work, sport,
travel and other leisure time activities (Simkova & Holznelr, 2014).
Motivation is associated with psychological and biological needs and
wishes, and includes generated integral powers, directing and integrating
the behavior and activity of a particular person (Yoon & Uysal, 2005).

From the perspective of tourism, the nature of motivation is
multidimensional. Tourists want to experience more than one attribute in a
destination which is why the subject of the research must be variables of
two sets: destination attributes and travel motives (Pyo et al., 1989). On the
other hand, motive is defined as internal factor that encourages, directs and
integrates the behavior in certain people (Murray, 1964, p. 7). Due to the
fact that tourist destinations are amalgam of tourist products (Buhalis,
2000), motives for travel and stay of tourists in a certain destination can be
multiple wherefore tourists can satisfy a large number of their tourist needs
and motives in one trip.

Several theories of motivation have been presented in the literature, which
are applicable in the study of tourists' motivation. In his research, Plog
(1974) developed psychographic motivation theory, according to which
tourist are classified according to their personal characteristics, life-style
and personal values to psychocentrics and allocentrics (Simkovd &
Holzner, 2014). Psychocentrics are represented by people concerned with
their own affairs, i.e. non adventurous visitors, who often require standard
services, while allocentrics are independent tourists seeking for adventure
or experience (Prasad et al., 2019). Plog found that there were certain laws
regarding the profile of people visiting the destination and patterns of
growth and decline of the destination in the market. The main reason is that
changes in the character of most destinations are the result of the growth
and development of tourist facilities and services (Plog, 1974). In his
research, 1so Ahola (1982), defined a two-dimensional leisure motivation
theory, which includes two elements: escaping (routine, stress, familiar
environment, everyday problems, stress at work) and seeking for a certain
kind of personal reward.

In analyzing tourists’ motivation, numerous authors (Shin et al., 2017
Marchiori & Cantoni, 2018; Sari et al., 2019) refer to Maslow's hierarchy
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of needs. Maslow’s hierarchy of needs includes five levels of needs:
physiological needs, security and safety needs, social needs, self-esteem
needs and self-actualization needs). According to his theory, fulfilment of
one need leads to another on a higher level, thus forming a hierarchy
(Yousaf et. al., 2018). One of the most used motivation theories in tourism
is the push-pull motivation theory which explains motives and behavior of
tourists during the decision-making process on visiting a particular
destination and motives that attract them to visit the same (Dann, 1977;
Azman & Chan, 2010; Kim et al., 2003; Kim & Baum, 2007; Antara &
Prameswari, 2018). Push factors are more related to internal or emotional
aspects and they can be seen as the desire for escape, rest and relaxation,
adventure, social interaction and family togetherness. Pull factors are
connected with external or cognitive aspects and they are inspired by a
destination’s attractiveness, such as beaches, recreation facilities, cultural
attractions, entertainment, natural scenery, shopping and parks (Yoon &
Uysal, 2005, p. 46-47). These factors can be characterized as factors that
drive or deter an individual from making the decision to travel to the
particular destination (Salimon, et al., 2019). The push-pull theory implies
that a man is driven by the decision to take trips with internal forces and
drawn by external forces, or by attributes of destinations (Uysal &
Jurowski, 1994).

Considering the subject of research in this study, it is important to consider
the motivation of young tourists to visit cities as well as factors that
influence the decision making for staying in the cities, but also elements of
their tourist offer which attract young tourists to stay in cities. In the study
of motivational factors of young tourists visiting Belgrade as tourist
destination, Todorovi¢ and Jovi¢i¢ (2016) concluded that young tourists
primarily travel to Belgrade to have fun, visit interesting sites, get away
from the routine and feel excitement. On the other hand, the main pull
factors, which attract young people to visit Belgrade are the contact with
local residents and cultural attractions and sightseeing which are rated as
more important than going out at night and visiting events. Preko et al.
(2018) analyzed the push and pull motives and behavioral intentions of
young tourists who visited Ghana. On the example of 557 respondents,
authors identified that key push factors that encourage young people to stay
in Ghana are: rest/relaxation, knowledge seeking, novelty and ego-
enhancement. Based on the respondents' answers, the authors identified key
pull factors that attracted young tourists to Ghana as: historical-cultural
attractions, accessibility-good value, natural-ecological heritage and
service delivery. On the sample of visitors between 15 to 35 years old, that
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visited the archaeological site of Delphi in Greece, Boukas (2013) found
that young tourists are important consumers of culture. In addition, research
conducted by this author has shown that young tourists are satisfied with
attributes such as cultural monuments, landscapes and experience, while
less satisfied with anthropogenic resources such as facilities, amenities and
operational features. Wangari (2017) has applied push-pull motivation
theory in research visitors of young tourists between 15 to 30 years of age,
who visited a national park in Nairobi (Kenya). Research results showed
that push factors are a more important determinant of youth travel to Kenya
than pull factors. While such factors may, to some great extent, be outside
the control of tourism marketers, the industry can provide products and
services to match this market expectations and aspirations.

An analysis of the available scientific literature has highlighted the
complexity of tourists' motivation in making the decision to travel and stay
in a particular destination. Although there are a large number of
motivational theories in the literature, the most applicable in the study of
tourists' behavior is certainly the push-pull motivational theory, which
allows identifying the factors that influence the tourist in different stages
of planning and realization of the tourist trip.

Research methodology

In order to examine the factors which encourage young tourists to visit
cities in the Republic of Serbia, as well as pull factors regarding the
elements of cities’ tourist offer which are attractive for young tourists, the
survey was conducted from 20 January to 20 February 2020. Designing the
questionnaire implied previous analysis of empirical research studies with
similar subject (Matzler & Siller, 2003; Kim & Jogaratnam, 2007,
Todorovi¢ & Jovici¢, 2016; Preko et al., 2018). This analysis has enabled
defining research questions and hypotheses, which have been verified using
appropriate statistical tests (t-test of independent samples and one-way
analysis of variance).

The questionnaire included 13 questions, which are divided into three
segments. The first part of the questionnaire includes questions related to
the basic socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents (gender,
age, education and professional status). Second part of the questionnaire
includes questions about the characteristics of trip of young tourists and
their future intentions about visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia. In the
third part of the questionnaire, respondents rated importance of push and
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pull factors using the 5-point Likert scale. Respondents were asked about
the level of satisfaction and impact of visiting cities in the Republic of
Serbia on their personal values. The questionnaire was based on the similar
research study (Todorovi¢ & Jovici¢, 2016; Wangari, 2017; Preko et al.,
2018.). The survey sample included young people between 18 to 29 years
old. The questionnaire was completed by 111 respondents. Analysis of the
data was performed in the SPSS 26 software.

In line with the aims of this paper, the following hypotheses were defined:
H1: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists
of different socio-demographic characteristics concerning their push
factors for visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia.

H1a: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different gender concerning their push factors for visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia.

H1b: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different age concerning their push factors for visiting cities in the Republic
of Serbia.

H1c: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different education concerning their push factors for visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia.

H1d: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different professional status concerning their push factors for visiting cities
in the Republic of Serbia.

H2: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists
of different socio-demographic characteristics concerning their pull
factors for visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia.

H2a: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different gender concerning their pull factors for visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia.

H2b: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different age concerning their pull factors for visiting cities in the Republic
of Serbia.

H2c: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different education concerning their pull factors for visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia.

H2d: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different professional status concerning their pull factors for visiting cities
in the Republic of Serbia.
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H3: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists
of different socio-demographic characteristics concerning overall
satisfaction with visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia.

H3a: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different gender concerning overall satisfaction with visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia.

H3b: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different age concerning overall satisfaction with visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia.

H3c: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different education concerning overall satisfaction with visiting cities in
the Republic of Serbia.

H3d: There is a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different professional status concerning overall satisfaction with visiting
cities in the Republic of Serbia.

Research results and discussion
In study of the push and pull factors of young tourists for visiting cities in
the Republic of Serbia, 111 respondents participated. Table 1 presents data
on the socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents.

Table 1: Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents (n=111

Indicator Category n % M SD
Male 25 22.5
Gender Female 86 775 1.77 | 420
18-21 33 29.7
Age 22-25 60 541 | 1.86 | .667
26-29 18 16.2
Level of High school 35 31.5
education Bachelor's degree 56 50.5 | 1.86 | .694
Master degree 20 18.0
Student 76 68.5
Professional Employed 26 23.4
status Unemployed 9 8.1 140 | .636
Other 76 0

Source: Research results
Table 2 shows the answers of the respondents to the questions related to

their visit to cities in the Republic of Serbia. Of the total number of
respondents, 84 respondents (75.7%) made an overnight stay in the cities
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of the Republic of Serbia. By the length of stay, the majority of respondents
stayed between 2 to 3 nights (41 respondents or 36.9%). Most of the
respondents (75 respondents or 67.6%) used private accommodation during
the visit.

Table 2: Characteristics related to respondents' visit to the cities of

Republic of Serbia (n=111)

Indicator Category n % M SD
Overnight 84 75.7
Stay Transit 27 | 243 | 14| 43
1 night 29 26.1
Duration of 2-3 nights 41 36.9
stay 4-5 nights 10 9.0 2.39 | 1153
Over 5 nights 31 27.9
Hotel 32 28.8
. Hostel 3 2.7
Accommodati Private 241| 918
on type . 75 67.6
accommodation
Other 1 9
City which Belgrade 58 52.3
respondents Novi Sad 33 29.7 1.66 .769
visited Other 20 18.0
i . Yes 28 25.2
First visit No 83 748 1.75 436
Visit again 46 41.4
Recommend to other
people/encourage other 22 19.8
_ Futu_re people to visit 198 914
intensions Pass to other people
P X 42 37.8
positive impressions
First time in cities of 1 9
Republic of Serbia '

Source: Research results

The largest number of respondents (58 respondents or 52.3%) stated that
they visited Belgrade, while 33 respondents, or 29.7%, visited Novi Sad.
Under the option Other, respondents cited other cities including: Paracin,
KruSevac, Arandelovac, Jagodina, Zajecar and others. Of the total number
of respondents, 83 respondents or 74.8% said they did not stay in the cities
of the Republic of Serbia for the first time. In terms of future intentions, 46
respondents or 41.4% of the total number of respondents will visit cities of
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the Republic of Serbia in the future, while 42 respondents or 37.8% will
pass their positive impressions about travel to other people (Table 2).

Table 3: Push factors (n=111)

Push factors M SD

Rest and relaxation 3.72 | 1.177
I wanted to get away from stress and daily routine 3.59 | 1.107
| wanted to have fun 4.00 963
Acquisition of new knowledge 3.36 | 1.135
I wanted to learn more about culture and history of the city 3.42 | 1.180
Spending time with friends 411 | 1.090
Contact with nature 3.41 | 1.268
I wanted a whole new experience 3.68 | 1.183
I wanted to visit a city that my friends have never visited 2.87 | 1415
I Wan_ted to experience something that | would be able to tell 323 | 1203
my friends

| wanted to make new friends during my stay in the city 3.22 | 1.268

Source: Research results

Average ratings given by the respondents regarding push factors for visiting
cities in the Republic of Serbia are presented in the Table 3. Spending time
with friends was the highest rated push factor for visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia (M=4.11), while the lowest rated push factor was I
wanted to visit a city that my friends have never visited (M=2.87) (Table 3).

Table 4: Pull factors (n=111)

Pull factors M SD
Natural attractions 350 | 1.127
Accessibility and developed transport infrastructure 3.76 | 1.185
Localities of cultural and historical heritage 3.80 | 1.086
Good value for money services provided 4.02 953
Quality nightlife (cafes, clubs, etc.) 340 | 1.170
Rich gastronomy offer 3.76 .956

Cleanliness and orderliness of the city (park areas,

architectural design city, cleanliness, etc.) 4.04 | 1.053
gur%a;nlzed city tours accompanied by a licensed tourist 331 | 1.956
The quality of the accommodation offer 3.70 | 1.023
Additional facilities (spa & wellness services, sports and

. e . 3.74 | 1.051
recreational facilities, shopping malls, etc.)
The relationship and behavior of the local population 347 | 1127

according to tourists
Source: Research results
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Average ratings given by the respondents regarding pull factors for visiting
cities in the Republic of Serbia are presented in the Table 4. Cleanliness
and orderliness of the city (M=4.04) and good value for money services
provided (M=4.02) were the highest rated pull factors for visiting cities in
the Republic of Serbia, while the lowest rated pull factor is Organized city
tours accompanied by a licensed tourist guide (M=3.31) (Table 4). With
regards to the question about their satisfaction and impact of the visit on
their personal values, average ratings given by the respondents are highest
for the I have enjoyed myself on the tour (M=4.17) and | am satisfied with
the tour (M=4.09) (Table 5).

Table 5: Level of respondent's satisfaction and impact of the visit to the
cities of Republic of Serbia

Overall satisfaction M SD
The tour helped me to develop my personal values 343 | 1.076
The tour helped me to rediscover my heritage 3.31 | 1.102
| am satisfied with the tour 4.09 .949
I have enjoyed myself on the tour 4.17 952
| felt a sense of belonging at the site 3.76 | 1.081
| felt emotionally involved in the tour 3.97 .986

Source: Research results

Furthermore, an independent sample t-test was applied to examine the
existence of a statistically significant difference between young tourists of
different gender about their push factors, pull factors and overall
satisfaction by visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia. It was found that
there was no statistically significant difference between:
- young tourists of different gender about their push factors for visiting
cities in the Republic of Serbia (H1a was rejected).
- young tourists of different gender about their pull factors for visiting
cities in the Republic of Serbia (H2a was rejected).
- young tourists of different gender about overall satisfaction by visiting
cities in the Republic of Serbia (H3a was rejected).

The purpose of applying a one-way analysis of variance ANOVA is to
determine whether there is a statistically significant difference between
young tourists of different socio-demographic characteristics about their
push factors, pull factors and overall satisfaction by visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia. One-way analysis of variance examined the accuracy
of the H1b hypothesis: There is a statistically significant difference among
young tourists of different age concerning their push factors for visiting
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cities in the Republic of Serbia. It was found that there was no statistically
significant difference among young tourists of different age concerning
their push factors for visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia because this
hypothesis was rejected. Hypothesis H1c, which is: There is a statistically
significant difference among young tourists of different education
concerning their push factors for visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia
was also rejected because there is a statistically significant difference
between young tourists of different education concerning their push factors
for visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia only for one of the 11 push
factors. Statistically significant difference exists for push factor | wanted a
whole new experience (F=5.541, p=0.005) between young tourist with
bachelor’s degree and young tourist with master degree.

Table 6: ANOVA according to the education and push factors for visiting
cities in the Republic of Serbia

i Sum of Mean .
Push motives Squares df Square F Sig.
Among
I wanted a Groups 14.328 2 7.164
whole new Within 5.541 | .005
experience Groups 139.636 | 108 | 1.293
Total 153.964 | 110

Source: Research results

One-way analysis of variance examined the accuracy of the H1d hypothesis
that there was a statistically significant difference among young tourists of
different professional status about their push factors for visiting cities in
the Republic of Serbia. The results of the one-way analysis of variance
showed that there is not a statistically significant difference among young
tourists of different professional status about their push factors for visiting
cities in the Republic of Serbia which is why hypothesis H1d rejected.
Hypothesis H2b, which is: There is a statistically significant difference
among young tourists of different age concerning their pull factors for
visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia was also rejected because a
statistically significant difference was found only for one of 11 pull factors.
Statistically significant difference exists for the pull factor Natural
attractions (F=4.663; Sig.= 0.011). This statistically significant difference
exists between young tourist 18-21 and 26-19 years old and between young
tourist 22-25 and 26-29 years old.
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Table 7: ANOVA according to the age and pull motives for visiting cities
in the Republic of Serbia

Pull motives Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Among | 19108 | 2 | 5.554
Natural Grp ups
attractions Within 128.640 | 108 | 1.191 4.663 | 011
Groups
Total 139.748 | 110

Source: Research results

One-way analysis of variance ANOVA showed that there was no
statistically significant difference among:
- young tourists of different education concerning their pull factors for
visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia (H2c was rejected).
- young tourists of different professional status concerning their pull
factors for visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia (H2d was rejected).
- young tourists of different age concerning overall satisfaction with
visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia (H3b was rejected).
- young tourists of different education concerning overall satisfaction
with visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia (H3c was rejected).

Table 8: ANOVA according to the professional status and overall
satisfaction by visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia

Sum of Mean
Overall satisfaction df | Squar F Sig.
Squares 6
Among | 5850 | 2 | 2.900
| am satisfied  [—rodPS
with the tour Within -1 93300 | 108 | 864 | >°7 | 039
Groups
Total 99.099 110
Among
| have enjoyed Groups 6.956 2 | 3478
myself with the Within 92791 | 108 959 4.048 | 020
tour Groups
Total 99.748 110

Source: Research results

Hypothesis H3d was rejected because it was found that there was a
statistically significant difference for 2 of the 6 statements: | am satisfied
with the tour (F=3.357, p=0.039) and | have enjoyed myself on the tour
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(F=4.048, p=0.020). Statistically significant difference in these statements
exists between respondents who are employed and respondents who are
unemployed.

Conclusion

The subject of this empirical study was to examine the motivation of young
tourists for visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia and their overall
satisfaction. Based on the research results, we can conclude that various
push and pull factors affect young tourists to visit cities in the Republic of
Serbia. The results of this study indicate that young tourists primarily travel
to spend time with friends and have fun, although the push motives as rest
and relaxation, new experience and getting away from stress and daily
routine are ranked below these reasons according to their importance.
Cleanliness and orderliness of the city, good value for money, the services
provided, cultural and historical heritage sites, rich gastronomy offer and
additional facilities were rated as main pull motives for visiting cities in the
Republic of Serbia. Average ratings given by young tourists regarding their
overall satisfaction showed that they are very satisfied with their visit to the
cities in the Republic of Serbia. Results of t-test and one-way analysis of
variance (one-way ANOVA) showed that none of the sub-hypotheses were
proved. According to the research results, it can be concluded that there is
no statistically significant difference between young tourists of different
socio-demographic characteristics concerning their push and pull factors as
well as overall satisfaction with visiting cities in the Republic of Serbia.
The main limitation of this study is the small number of respondents, so the
major recommendation for future research is an increase in the number of
respondents. Another recommendation for future research is examining the
push and pull factors for visiting cities in Republic of Serbia of foreign
young tourists.
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